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following corrections should be noted in the recently distributed _ 
ort entitled "Population by Race, 1950-1970": 


a 15 - Title of Table 6 should read "Non-White Population «= =... 
ening Districts as a Percent of City's Total Non-White Population". 


Pp. 16 - Title of Table 7 should read "Negro Population by Prapay ogy 
Ebict = as a Percent of City's Total Negro Population". 


pp. 18 - Title of Table 8 ‘should read "White Popul eeton by planning | 
x cts as a Percent of erty s Total White Population". 
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Dale Coxe 
ey 22 1971 


ANALYSIS OF CENSUS DATA: RACIAL COMPOSITION 


Attached is a copy of a report prepared by Monira Fouad 
which analyzes racial composition changes in Boston for 
the period 1950-1970. This report is the first ina 
series of papers-—to be prepared by the Advanced Planning 
Division as part of a city-wide housing study—which will 
analyze census data items for the 20-year period. If 
you have any questions regarding the attached report, 
please call either Monira or me. 
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(Report #1 of a series of census 
data reports relating to tne 
BRA Planning Department's 
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ANALYSIS OF DATA ON POPULATION BY RACE IN THE CITY OF BOSTON 
1950 - 1960 - 1970 


As a part of a more comprehensive analysis of the census 
information, this paper examines the changes that have taken place 
in the size and composition; the residential distribution; and the 
imigration patterns of different population groups in the City of 
Boston between 1950 and 1970. The ultimate purpose of this analysis 
is to provide basic factual information for the BRA Planning Department 
housing study. Accordingly, the analyses and conclusions made in 
this paper are limited to those relevant to the evaluation of the 
housing situation in the City of Boston. 

Briefly, this paper is composed of four major parts. First, the size 
and composition of the City's population are analyzed. Findings of 
this section of the report should provide a basis for estimating the size 
of different housing needs in the City of Boston. For the purpose of our 
analysis, white, non-white, and Negro population (as opposed to a discussion 
of specific ethnic groups) are considered to be the population groups 
which can provide a first approximation of estimates of different housing 
needs. Secondly, the residential distribution of different population 
groups is examined. Results and conclusions of this part of the report 
will be useful in determining the location of different housing needs in the 
City. Thirdly, the changes in residential distributions and imigration 
patterns of different population groups are identified. Findings of 
this section of the report should establish some basis for determining 
the trends of spatial distribution of different housing needs in the 


City of Boston. 
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Finally, planning districts (particularly renewal areas) which 
experienced significant changes during the 1950-1970 period are closely 
examined. Findings of this last part of the report will identify the 
changing roles of different planning districts in the City of Boston. 

Analyses and conclusions in these four parts of the paper are made 
both on the city level and by planning district. Changes taking place 
between 1950, 1960, and 1970 are also observed. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The following are the major findings reached from the analyses of 

census information on population by race between 1950 and 1970. 

1. Between 1950 and 1970, Boston lost about 20% of its 1950 population. 
In the sixties, the rate of this population loss (7%) was lower than 
the loss experienced in the fifties (13%). 

2. During the 20 year period (1950-1970), out-migration of white population 
amounted to about 29% of the total City's 1950 population (801,444). 
About 16% of this loss occurred in the fifties, and continued at a 
substantial rate (13%) in the sixties. 

3. The City's percentage of non-whites increased significantly, jumping 
from 5.4% to 9.8% to 18.1% in 1950, 1960 and 1970 respectively. 

4. Non-white concentrations in Boston became less pronounced and the 
area housing the highest percentage of non-whites shifted from 
the South End to Washington Park/Model Cities and widened to comprise 
both Mattapan and the South End. 

5. Jamaica Plain/Parker Hill, Dorchester 1, and Dorchester 2 were found 
‘to be the natural directions for future non-white movement. 

6. Among the sixteen planning districts, six districts namely; Washington 
Park/Model Cities, South End, Central, Charlestown, South Boston, 
and East Boston, experienced the highest population losses between 
1950 and 1970 ranging from 60% to 24% of their population. 

7. Jamaica Plain/Parker Hill followed the average population loss 
of the City (20%), but gained a significant number of non-whites 


amounting to about 16% of its 1970 population. 
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Mattapan experienced the smallest population gain, yet sustained 
the highest increase of non-whites from about 0.4% in 1950 to 
about 42% in 1970. 

Back Bay/Beacon Hill experienced the least population loss for 
the 20 year period and is the only district which recovered most 
of its loss, most probably due to an influx of student population. 
Roslindale, Hyde Park, and particularly West Roxbury were found 
to be the only districts that continued to gain population and 


yet maintain their almost exclusively white character. 
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I - POPULATION; SIZE AND COMPOSITION: 

During the twenty year period between 1950 and 1970, the City of 
Boston experienced a population loss of about 20% of its 1950 population 
- a decrease from 801,444 persons in 1950 to 641,071 persons in 1970. 
A closer examination of the rate of population decrease during the 1950's and 
1960's indicates that the largest portion of this population decrease occurred 
in the fifties when almost 13% of the total 1950 population was lost (see 
Table 1). A smaller decrease continued during the sixties with an 
additional loss of about 7% of the 1950 population (i.e. about 8% of the 
1960 population). This decreasing rate of population loss is most likely 
a reflection of an increase in the non-white population and/or a response 
to the upgrading of Boston's economic situation. A closer examination 
of the changes that occurred in different population groups 
provides us with a more accurate picture of this observed population 
decrease. 

Unlike total city population, non-white population continued to 
increase significantly during the 1950-1970 period (from 42,629 
persons in 1950 to 116,073 persons in 1970). This increase amounted to 
about 9% of the 1950 total city population (an increase of 73,590 
non-white persons as a percent of the 1950 City's 801,444 population). 
The largest proportion of this increase occurred during the sixties, totaling 
about 6% of the 1950 city population (see Tables 2-a and 2-b). As described 
above comparison of the losses in total population and the gains in 
non-white population indicates that during the 1950-1970 period 
the City of Boston experienced a net loss of approximately 20% of its 1950 
total population. During this same period, however, Boston also experienced 
a net increase of non-white population which amounted to about 9% of its 


1950 total population. This leads us to conclude that, between 1950 
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Table 1: 1950 - 1960 - 1970 POPULATION BY PLANNING DISTRICTS IN THE CITY OF BOSTON 


Absolute Absolute Absolute 

1950 Change % 1960 Change % 1970 Change 7, Change 

Population 1950-60 Change Population 1960-70 Change Population 1950-1970  1950-/¢ 
East Boston 51,152 - 7,343 -14.3 43,809 -4,936 -11.3 38 ,873 - 12,279 -24.0 
Charlestown ai ,sce -11,185 -35.7 20,147 -4,794 -23.8 APR, = 15,979 -51.0 
South Boston 55,670 -11,711 -21.0 43,959 -5,471 -12.4 38 ,488 Di, Ae - 30.8 
Central 38 ,381 -17,700 -46.1 20,681 eljcor - 6.5 19,344 ~ 319,037 -49.6 
Back Bay/ 

Beacon Hill 28,150 eS ell -11.4 24,939 +2,599 +10.4 27 ,538 = 612 * 268 
South End 57,218 -22,216 -38.8 35,002 -12,322 -35.2 22 5680 - 34,538 -60.% 
Fenway/ 

Kenmore 36,649 - 3,686 -10.1 32,963 + 3 - 32,965 - 3,684 -10.0 
Allston/ 

Brighton 67,102 - 2,895 - 4.3 64,207 - 550 - .8 63,657 = 3, Aae Fe =-93 
Jamaica 
— Plain/ 

Parker Hill 58,015 - 4,447 sir a] 53,568 -5,801 -10.8 47,767 - 10,248 “17.6 
Washington 

*  Park/Model 

Cities 121,828 -28,051 -23.0 93,777 -22 ,682 -24.2 71,095 - 30,733 -41.6 

Washington/ 

Park 32,762 - 6,555 -20.0 26,207 -6,126 -23.4 20,081 

Campus High 8,972 - 4,279 -47.7 4,693 -2,944 -62.7 1,749 

Model Cities 80,094 -17,217 -21.5 62,877 -13,612 -21.6 49,265 
Dorchester 162,090 - 6,254 - 3.8 155,836 -3,307 ar ay 152,529 

Dorchester 1 34,468 + 388 cel ee! 34 ,856 -2,191 - 6.3 32,665 - 1,805 - 5.2 

Dorchester 2 83,102 - 6,412 - 7.7 76,690 -2,275 - 3.0 74,415 -~ 8,687 =10.4 
_ Mattapan 44,520 - 230 - .5 44,290 +1,159 + 2.6 45,449 + 9 02a h 2.0 
Roslindale 37 ,036 + 1,789 + 4.8 38,825 + 733 +719 39,558 + 2,522 + 6.8 
West Roxbury 25,660 + 2,438 + 9.5 28 ,098 +6 ,891 +24.5 34.989 + OF aaa t gee 
Hyde Park ~ 29,019 + 3,978 +13.7 32,995 +1,982 + 6.0 34,977 + 5,958 + 20.5 

.Planning 

District 

Totals 799,300 -110,494 -13.8 688 ,806 -49,003 =e fat 639,803 =159,497 -20.0 
Harbor Islands 2,144 1,812 1,241 = 876 -40.8 
Crews of Vessels 7 ,463* 27 ** 

City Total 801,444 -103,363 -12.9 698,081 -57,010 - 8.1 641,071 “160,373 -20.0 


*All Members. 

**Boston Home Port Members Only 

Source: 1950 and 1960 Censuses of Population and Housing; 1970 Census of Population and 
Housing First Count Summary Tape; Tabulation Prepared by Mary Tompkins, B.R.A., 
Research Department. 
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Table 2-a: 


i 


1950 - 1960 - 1970 NON-WHITE POPULATION BY PLANNING DISTRICTS IN THE CITY OF BOSTON 


1950 
Non-White 

East Boston 75 

Charlestown 410 

South Boston 64 

Central kris! 

Back Bay, Beacon Hill 364 

South End 18 ,486 

Fenway-Kenmore 1,118 

Allston-Brighton 384 

Jamaica Plain-Parker Hil] 546 

Washington Park - 

Model City 18,811 
Washington Park 8,823 
Campus High 5,145 
Model Cities 4,843 

Dorchester 378 
Dorchester 1 | 77 
Dorchester 2 136 
Mattapan 165 

Roslindale | 148 

West Roxbury 14 

Hyde Park oo 

Planning District Totals 42,629 
Harbor Islands 115 
Crews of Vessels - 

City Total 42,744 


Absolute 


Change 
1950-60 


++i tet 
— 
ee) 
> 


+25 ,054 


tO aU 


1960 


Non-White 


ral 
117 
122 
2,039 
548 
14,585 
rupee hs, 
590 
2,680 


41,448 
17,985 
3,063 
20,400 
1,918 
1,090 
355 
473 
399 

61 

108 


67,685 


198 
621 


68 ,504 


Absolute 


Change 
1960-70 


+12 ,680 
ugh Hated! 
—y 1,619 
+13,708 
+29,168 


+47 ,830 


1970 


Non-White 


442— 


cL on 


673 
A RAY sy 
1,067 
11,949 
2,986 
2,646 
7,628 


54,128 
18,576 
1,444 
34 ,108 
31,086 
4,236 
7,743 
19,107 
1,027 
cog 
242 


116,073 
261 


116,334 


Source: 1950 and 1960 Censuses of Population and Housing; 1970 Census of Population 
and Housing First Count Summary Tape; Tabulation prepared by Mary Tompkins, 


BRA, Research Department. 
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Table 2-b:; Percent of, Change of Non-White Population as Related to Total 
Population’ by Planning Districts, 1950 -— 1960 - 1970 


yo Change 

1950 1950 1960 

1970 1960 1970 

Boston hia - 0.2 aS) 
lestown “656 05 fist 
1 Boston + 1.1 +71 303 +h 5 
a] = Oa + 0.68 -13.9 
Bay / Beacon Hill a5 + 0.65 +20.8 
h End mat i G8 - 7.5 
Fenway / Kenmore Hal: Laas - 0.1 
/ Brighton a bee + 0.3 es sege 

ica Plain / Parker Hill +12.2 + 3.7 + 9,2 
ngton Park / Model Cities +2950 +18.7 rhs 25 
ester 1 hee a + e9 tie O8 
nester 2 + 9.1 + 0.26 + 9.6 
apa +42 5 + 0.69 +42 .0 
indale + 2.3 + 0.67 +16.1 
Roxbury Hal) oo co Ore) + 5.9 
Park + 0.6 + 0.19 + 4,0 

or Islands / Crews of Vessels 

+ 9.2 + 3.2 tO. 


1 population includes both white and non-white residences. 
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-9- 
and 1970, the total loss in the City's population was due to an 
out-migration of white residents. This loss of white population 
amounted to about 29% of the 1950 total population. As previously 
mentioned, 9% of this loss was replaced by non-white population. Of 
the white population loss, about 16% occurred during the fifties and 
about 13% occurred during the sixties (see Table 3). 

A closer comparison between the percents of losses and gains of 
white and non-white population indicates that, between 1950 and 1970, the 
non-white population continued to increase and the white population 
continued to decrease (see Figure 1). The rate of out-migration of 
white population during the sixties occurred at a slower rate than the 
decrease experienced in the 1950's (from 16% to 13%) - yet it continued 
at a substantial rate. On the other hand, the rate of increase of 
non-white population continued to rise and more than doubled during the 
sixties (from 3.2% to 6.8%). This large gain explains the pronounced 
increase in the percent of non-white population as a % of the total city 
population which jumped from 5.4% to 9.8% to 18.1% in 1950, 1960, and 
1970 respectively (see Table 4). The bulk of this non-white population 
is composed of negroes totaling about 5.0%, 9.0%, and 16.3% of the City's 
population in 1950, 1960, and 1970 respectively. However, a comparison 
between the percentages of non-white and negro populations indicates 
that the percentage of non-white population other than negroes also 
increased between 1950 and 1970 (from 0.4% to 0.8% to 1.8% of total 
population in 1950, 1960, and 1970) (see Table 5). 

The observations made in this section show that in the sixties, 
the rate of population loss was lower than that of the fifties. However, 
during this 20 year period, out-migration of white population continued 
at a substantial rate, and the City's percentage of non-white population 


continued to increase. 
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, Table 3 WHITE POPULATION AND PERCENT OF CHANGE AS RELATED TO TOTAL POPULATION* 
BY PLANNING DISTRICTS 1950 - 1960 - 1970 


—— 


Planning Districts 1950 - 1950 - 1960 - 
1950 1960 1970 1970 1960 1970 
East Boston 51,07/ 43,738 38,425 -24.7 -14.3 =1291 

Charlestown 30,922 20,030 abeyne cele) -50.4 -34.8 -24.3 
South Boston 55,606 43,837 37,798 | -32.0 2 -13.7 
Central 36 ,603 18,642 Bly ee -49.6 -46.7 = 5.2 
Back Bay/Beacon Hill 27,786 24,391 26,464 - 4.6 -12.0 + 8.4 
South End BO,7o2 20,417 10,714 -50.0 -32.0 —27 6d 
Fenway /Kenmore csp yee 29,964 29 ,969 -15.1 -15.1 + 0.02 
Allston/Brighton 66,718 63,617 61,007 - 8.5 - 4.6 - 4.0 
Jamaica Plain/ 

Parker Hill 57,469 50,888 40,120 -29.9 -11.3 -20.1 
Washington Park/ 

Model Cities 103,017 a2, 0e9 16,962 -70.6 -41.6 -37./7 
Dorchester 1 34,391 33,766 28,420 -17.3 = abst) -15.3 
Dorchester 2 82,966 Ff hie ye be) 66,661 -19.6 mah S| -12.6 
Mattapan 44,355 43,817 20 ae -40.4 - 1.2 -39.4 
Roslindale 36,888 38,426 EEE YS! a AT es ea h fe dey 
West Roxbury 25,646 28,037 34,7607] 4+.3):9 es chico <5 
Hyde Park 28,964 32,887 345735.4| + 19.8 Sl it bys) + 5.6 
Harbor Islands/ 

Crews of Vessels 2,029 8,456 1,007 
TOTAL CITY 758,700 629,577 524,588 | -29.2 21671 =15*0 


* Total population includes both white and non-white residences. 
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Figure I: Papulstion by Roce in the City of Boston 
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Table 4: Non-wWhite Population as a Percent of Total Population* 
by Planning District, 1950-60-70 


L950 1960 aes) 
East Boston hae bs, O10 Lietz 
Charlestown LBs 8S Oo0 WSs) 
South Boston Oe 2 apes! 1.8 
Central 4.63 oad wae 
Back Bay/Beacon Hill Veo 220 3.9 
South End Sr .o0 42.2 SV args! 
Fenway/Kenmore 3.04 9.10 seni 
Allston/Brighton O25 57 0.92 4.2 
Jamaica Plain/Parker Hill 0.94 SG 16.0 
Washington Park/Model Cities TES VA ENS | 44.20 Ihei?: 
Dorchester 1 OsZ2 Ria ily, 0 
Dorchester 2 ays, 0.49 10.4 
Mattapan avo? baa 42.1 
Roslindale 0.40 BAG Fo) 200 
West Roxbury 505 Oo 22 Oka 
Hyde Park O2218 O33 iy 
Harbor Islands/Crews of 

Vessels 

City Total S2o5 9.8 Les t 


*Total population of each planning district. 
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Table 5: Negro Population as a Percent of Total Population* 
by Planning Districts, 1950-60-70 


1950 1960. 1970_ 
East Boston Onl OR a 0.8 
Charlestown bg 8) ORE One 
South Boston Oe ret Peo 
Central Iba iZ0 1.4 
Back Bay/Beacon Hill Ora. ke De 
South End Sy hale 34.3 Sion is 
ES enmore tee! PR by} 
Allston/Brighton 0.4 O15 dees 
Jamaica Plain/Parker Hill 0.8 4.4 14.4 
‘Washington Park/Model Cities BRS) ae 43.2 74.7 
Dorchester 1 opel 2.9 11.8 
aS 2 aL ate sheet 
‘Mattapan oe 0.8 41.0 
Roslindale 0.3 0.8 1.9 
West Roxbury enna Ons) 0-52 
Hyde Park OO! O .t 0.4 
Harbor Islands/Crews of 
Vessels 
City Total 550 SHAY, 16-3 


*Total population of each planning district. 
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II - RESIDENTIAL DISTRIBUTION: 

In examining the residential distribution of different population 
groups in Boston, non-white population was observed to have the most 
obvious residential concentrations and yet the most significant changes 
in these concentrations (see Table 6). In 1950, non-white major 
residential concentrations were practically limited to only two 
planning districts namely, Washington Park/Model Cities, and the South 
End. About 87% of the total non-white city population lived in these two 
districts where they were equally split, with about 44% living in Washington 
Park/Model Cities, and about 43% in the South End respectively. In 1960, 

a similar pattern of non-white residential distribution was also observed. 
About 82% of the total 1960 non-white city population continued to live 

in these same two planning districts. However, Washington Park/Model Cities 
experienced a much higher residential concentration (about 61%), while 

the South End contained much less (only about 21%). By 1970, however, 
non-white residential distribution had changed significantly. Unlike 
observations for 1950, non-white residential concentrations now are distributed 
much more widely in five planning districts. In 1970 about 87% of the non- 
white total city population lived in Washington Park/Model Cities (46.7%), 
Mattapan (16.5%), South End (10.2%), Dorchester 2 (6.7%), and Jamaica 
Plain/Parker Hill (6.6%). 

This same pattern of non-white residential distribution was even more 
pronounced in the case of negro population (see Table 7). In 1950 about 92% 
(36,813 persons) of the negro population lived in two districts only; 
Washington Park/Model Cities (47%) and South End (45%). In 1960, about 
93% of the negro population lived in four districts, but the majority 
of about 54,325 persons (85%) continued to live in’ the same two districts. 
Washington Park/Model Cities continued to have the highest concentration 
(64%), while South End contained much less (22%). Fenway/Kenmore and Jamaica 
Plain/Parker Hill also had higher, but less significant concentrations 


of negroes (about 4% each). 
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CiTys Ta vet Nor-While 
NON-WHITE POPULATION BY PLANNING DISTRICTS AS A PERCENT OF OTAE=CEFY POPULATION 


le: 6 1950) = 1960 — 1970 
1950 1960 1970 
East Boston 0.2 Vet 0.4 
Charlestown 1.0 OF 0.2 
South Boston Dat 0.1 0.6 
Central 4.1 229 Led 
Back Bay/Beacon Hill 0.9 Ons 0.7 
South End Ble: Z1.0 Oe 
Fenway /Kenmore 250 ee 226 
_ Allston/Brighton 0.9 0.8 2.4 
Jamaica Plain/Parker Hill Ls 4.0 6.6 
Washington Park/Model Cities 44.1 60.5 46.7 
Dorchester 1 0.2 lied 3.6 
Dorchester 2 0.3 0.5 Gis/ 
Mattapan 0.4 On7 16.5 
Roslindale 0.3 0.6 or 
West Roxbury 0.0 0.0 0.2 
Hyde Park Gad Out 0.2 
Harbor Islands/Crews of Vessels 0.2 1.9 0.2 


CITY TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Table vf Negro Population by Planning Districts 
As a Percent of Sotek@€rty Population 
CT's Tove) Neara 
1950 - 1960 - 1970 


1950 1960_ 
East Boston Osrl OT 2 
Charlestown 0.8 O205 
South Boston eg hod 
Central 1 ete) 0.3 
ack Bay/Beacon Hill tae O20 
outh End 45.3 Ji Sh 2: 
enway/Kenmore ore 3.9 
Allston/Brighton Os,7 O25 
amaica Plain/Parker Hill 1t2 Be 
Washington Park/Model Cities 46.7 6452 
Beechester 7 Obed 1.6 
Dorchester 2 Ores tLe 
Mattapan Om] OS 
Broslindale ears! 0-5 
est Roxbury O7AG).1 005 
yde Park OaL Cer. 
| Harbor Islands/Crews of O13 ies 


Vessels 


tity Total 100.00 100.00 


100.00 
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By 1970, the negro population had become more widely distributed 
in districts with Washington Park/Model Cities, Mattapan, South 
End, Dorchester 2, and Jamaica Plain/Parker Hill showing concentrations 
totaling 50.7%, 17.8%, 8.6%, 6.9%, and 6.6% respectively. 

In contrast to non-white residential distribution, in 1950, 
1960, and 1970, the majority of white population - about 76%, 76%, 
and 78% respectively in 1950, 1960, and 1970 - continued to be 
concentrated in about ten of the sixteen planning districts. However, 
between 1950 and 1970 the degree of concentration of the white 
population in each planning district changed greatly (see Table 
8). By 1970, some planning districts, such as Washington Park/Model 
Cities, South End, Mattapan and Central, showed no significant 
white concentrations. Other districts, like Roslindale, West Roxbury 
and Hyde Park experienced even greater white concentrations. Still 
other districts, like Dorchester 2 and Allston/Brighton continued 
to hold the highest concentrations of white population in the 
City. Such statistics indicate that the residential distribution 
of white population is losing its concentrations in the inner districts, 
and gaining more pronounced concentrations in those districts located 
on the southern and western sides of the city. These observations 
indicate that, between 1950 and 1960, white population, like non- 
white population, began a pronounced movement to outer areas of 
the City. 

An aggregate of the residential distributions of both white 
and non-white population groups is seen for the total city population in 


Table 9 (see also Figure 2). In 1950, Washington Park/Model Cities 
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Table: 8 WHITE POPULATION BY PLANNING DISTRICTS AS A PERCENT OF TOPAE=CETY POPULATI 


1950 - 1960 - 1970 


1950 1960 1970 
East Boston 6.7 7.0 TS 
Charlestown 4.0 eyes ou 
South Boston 7.4 rae ties 
Central 4.8 3.0 eo 
Back Bay/Beacon Hill Be 3.9 aU 
South End Died: SG 2.4 
Fenway /Kenmore 4.7 4.8 Ce 
Allston/Brighton 8.8 10.0 1} .6 
Jamaica Plain/Parker Hill 7.6 oe ee6 
Washington Park/Model Cities 13.6 chap chy: 
Dorchester 1 4.5 5.4 5.4 
Dorchester 2 10.9 Slee sid b by Lay 
Mattapan 3-9 7.0 pial 
Roslindale 4.9 Cae eo 
West Roxbury 3.4 4.4 6.6 
Hyde Park SIE Sane 6.6 
Harbor Islands/Crews of Vessels 0.3 1s 0.2 


CITY TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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mie: 9 POPULATION BY PLANNING DISTRICTS AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL CITY POPULATION 


1950 - 1960. - 1970 


1950 1960 1970 
East Boston 6.4 6.3 6.0 
Charlestown 3.9 oad eG 
South Boston 70 Gre 6.0 
Central 4.8 3-0 8) 
Back Bay/ Beacon Hill Bos 3.6 es) 
South End pes She bets 
Fenway/Kenmore 4.6 ti oe at 
Allston/Brighton 8.4 One 10.0 
Jamaica Plain/Parker Hill Thee Fis 7 
Washington Park/Model Cities 1 spy eS ye4 4 Se | 
Dorchester 1 4.3 ad Sel 
Dorchester 2 LOeL Ls0 bE <6 

: “Mattapan 5.6 6.4 (Beal 
Roslindale Oey Age) 6.2 
West Roxbury ine 4.0 5.4 
Hyde Park 20 Ard, ae 

| Harbor Islands 
Crews of Vessels Oz2 anys ae 


CITY TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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and Dorchester 2 contained the highest concentrations of total city population 
(15.2% and 10.1% respectively). In 1960, these same two districts again 
had the highest residential concentrations (13.2% and 11.0% respectively), 
but other districts such as Roslindale and Mattapan gained significant 
concentrations. In 1970, however, this aggregated residential distribution 
indicated significant concentrations in the outer districts, particularly 
those on the southern and western sides of the city. Meanwhile districts 
in the core area became of less significance as residential concentrations. 

In comparing the residential distributions of different population 
groups in the City of Boston, it was pointed out that different planning 
districts play significant roles for the City's different population grouns. 
For non-white population, it was shown tnat between 1950 and 1970, altnough 
non-white concentration became less pronounced, Washington Park/ i‘odel 
Cities was and continues to be the district with the hignest residential 
concentration of the city's non-white population. Mattapan, replaced 
the South End as the district containing the second highest concentration; 
nowever, the South End, while containing less of the non-white population, 
remains a significant area of non-white concentration. In addition, Dorcnester 
2, and Jamaica Plain/Parker Hill have also become areas of significant 
non-white concentrations. 

For white population, it was obvious that those districts which 
became areas of increasing non-white concentrations (particularly 
Washington Park/Model Cities and Mattapan), also became 
areas of continued white out-migration and outer districts on the 
southern edge of the city, (Roslindale, West Roxbury, and Hyde 


Park) gained significant portions of this out-migrating white 
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population. On the other hand, Dorchester 2, Allston/Brighton 
Jamaica Plain/Parker Hill, East Boston, and South Boston continued 
to contain large numbers of the City's white population. 
These observations indicate that between 1950 and 1970, non-white 
concentrations became less pronounced, and non-white population 
‘like white population, showed pronounced movement to outer areas 
of the City. At the same time, Washington Park/Model Cities continues 


to contain the highest concentration of the City's non-whites. 
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III - CHANGES IN RESIDENTIAL DISTRIBUTIONS: 

As noted earlier, between 1950 - 1970, Boston lost about 
20% of its population and almost doubled its number of non-white 
residents. The following section of this paper examines the effects 
of the interplay of changes in the size and residential distribution 
Of white and non-white populations in the various districts of the 
city. Different forces affecting these changes are also examined. 

Figure 3 and Table 1 show that the highest population losses 
occurred in Charlestown, Central, South End, and Washington Park/Model 
Cities. This fact is most simply explained as a direct result of 
renewal activities in these districts. Renewal activities in the 
Fenway area do not show a similar high population loss because it 
has been balanced by gains in student population in this area and 
vecause of less intensive clearance for redevelopment. In addition 
to these renewal areas, however, East Boston and South Boston continued 
to experience population losses which were higher than those for the 
City as a whole. A detailed analysis in part IV examines the reasons 
for these losses. Jamaica Plain/Parker Hill and Dorchester 1 also 
lost population - a loss which continued to increase in the sixties. 

As explained below, these decreases may be a result of the increasing 
percent of non-whites in these districts. 

Figure 3 also shows that the most southern districts namely; 
Roslindale, Hyde Park and West Roxbury, are the only districts which 
continued to experience additional population growth during the fifties 
and sixties. This growth is explained by the districts’ suburban 
environment which has encouraged urban growth in these districts. Also, 
in the sixties, Mattapan and Back Bay/Beacon Hill regained some of the 
population which had been lost in the fifties. While Mattapan gained 


large numbers of non-whites, Back Bay/Beacon Hill gained large numbers 
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PERCENT OF CHANGE 
IN RESIDENTIAL DISTRIBUTION 
IN THE CITY OF BOSTON 


1950-1970 
PLANNING 
DISTRICTS 
1 EAST BOSTON 
2 CHARLESTOWN 
3. SOUTH BOSTON 
4 CENTRAL 
5 BACK BAY 

C BEACON HILL 
i eer 6 SOUTH END 
oD ESE: 7 FENWAY—KENMORE 


Gere ett : 8 ALLSTON-—BIRGHTON 


o 6° oy 8  ALLSTON—BRIGHTON 
: 9 JAMAICA PLAIN- 
PARKER HILL 
1950—1960 10 WASHINGTON PARK— 
MODEL CITY 


it DORCHESTER 

12 ROSLINDALE 

13. WEST ROXBURY 

14. HYDE PARK 

15 MATTAPAN—FRANKLIN 
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of students. Allston/Brighton seems to be the only district which 
remained relatively stable in the sixties. 

Figure 4 and Table 4 show that in 1950, the South End constituted 
the core of the highest percentages of non-whites in the city. Also, 
Washington Park/Model Cities contained the second highest percentage. 
The concentration in these two districts can be explained partly as 
a result of the availability of relatively old inexpensive housing, 
public transportation and accessibility to jobs in the downtown area. 
In 1960, this core continued to have the highest - and even larger 
percentages of non-whites - while insignificant percentages of non-whites 
began to appear in abutting districts. However, in 1970, the core of the 
highest percent of non-whites was shifted to Washington Park/Model 
Cities and widened to comprise both the South End and Mattapan. 

In essence, these changes in the percent of non-whites are 
direct results of the factors and forces affecting the migration 
patterns within the city. While non-whites were attempting to 
migrate into neighborhoods around this core, the nature and value 
of land use configurations in Central and Back Bay districts limited 
any significant increase in the percent of non-whites in the area north 
of the South End. The S.E. expressway and the South Boston Irish 
population also limited any significant percentage of non-whites to 
the north-east of the area. In the Fenway, non-whites face strong 
competition from the students for housing opportunities and thus 
have had less chance to migrate in large numbers into this district. 

On the southern side, Franklin Park acts as a strong physical barrier 


and has thus oriented the non-white movement to Mattapan. Accordingly, 
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PERCENT OF CHANGE OF POPULATION COMPOSITION 


IN THE CITY OF BOSTON 1950—60—70 


% NON—WHITES 1950 % NON—WHITES 1960 % NON—WHITES 1970 


PLANNING 
DISTRICTS 


EAST BOSTON 
CHARLESTOWN 
SOUTH BOSTON 
CENTRAL 
BACK BAY — 
BEACON HILL 
0-5.0 Lisa 6 SOUTH END 
7 FENWAY—KENMORE 
5.0l- io 8  ALLSTON—BRIGHTON 
9 JAMAICA PLAIN— 


10.01- 200 PARKER HILL 
RS 10 WASHINGTON PARK— 
20.0i- 40.0 


MODEL CITY 

11 DORCHESTER 
40.01-60.0 12. ROSLINDALE 

13. WEST ROXBURY 
60.01-80.0 


NON—WHITES AS A % 
OF POPULATION OF DISTRICTS 
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Dorchester 1 and 2, and Jamaica Plain/Parker Hill were the only 
districts into which non-white migration was relatively easy and where 
increasing numbers of non-whites have now begun to appear. This 
suggests that the eastern and western sides of the non-white core are 


the natural directions for non-white movement in the future. 
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IV - PLANNING DISTRICTS: 

The above analyses indicate that between 1950 and 1970, a number 
of planning districts experienced significant changes either in the 
size or composition of its population or both. The following discussion 
will closely examine those districts experiencing patterns of change wnich 
contrasted with the City averages. Thus, districts with population 
losses or gains, or in-migration or out-migration patterns of non-whites 
Significatly different than that of the city will be examined. 

Among the sixteen planning districts, tnere are six districts 
which experienced very significant population decreases (i.e. higher than the 
City average). These districts are: Washington Park/Model Cities, 
South End, Charlestown, Central, South Boston, and East Boston - the first four 
of which are renewal projects. Jamaica Plain/Parker Hill, while following 
the City average population loss, experienced a large gain in 
non-white population. Allston/Brighton, Fenway/Kenmore, and 
Dorchester 1 and 2, also lost population, but the rates of their 
decreases were not significantly different from the City average 
(and accordingly they will not be closely examined in this section). 
Back Bay/Beacon Hill had the least population loss, and is the 
only district which has recovered most of its loss. Mattapan experienced the 
smallest population gain and yet showed the highest increase of non-white 
population. Finally, Roslindale, Hyde Park, and West Roxbury 
experienced large population gains while maintaining their almost 


wholly exclusive white population. 
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1 - Washington Park/Model Cities: was the district which experienced 
the highest loss in the number of persons for the 20 year period (see Table 1). 
During the 1950-1970 period, this district lost about 42% of its 1950 
population; more than double that of the city's as a whole 
(which totaled 20%). The largest portion of this loss (23% of 
the 1950 population) occurred during the fifties. However, the 
rate of population loss continued to be high in the sixties, 
resulting in a further loss of about 24% of the 1960 population. 
As a result, in 1970, this district did not contain (as it had 
in 1950) the highest residential concentration. It did, however, 
continue to have the highest concentration of non-white population 
(see Tables 4 and 6). 

The total population loss in this district was due to the 
out-migration of white population. In fact, while the final 
population loss was found to be about 42% of the 1950 population, 
the wnite population loss totaled approximately 71% of the 1950 
population (see Table 3). This indicates that about 29% of the 
white population loss was replaced by the in-migration of non- 
whites. This non-white increase can be explained in part as a 
result of new housing facilities provided in the Washington 
Park renewal area since the percentage of non-whites increased 
in census tracts where such housing was built. These changes 
in population composition in turn increased the percent of non- 
white population in this district from about 15% in 1950 to about 
75% in 1970, thus reinforcing the role of this district as a 


non-white neighborhood. 
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2 - South End: is the district which experienced the highest percentage 
of population loss during this 20 year period, a decrease totaling about 
60% of its 1950 population. It is also the district which continued to 
lose its population at a relatively high rate during both the fifties 
and the sixties The majority of this loss (totaling about 39%) occurred 
in the fifties and could be explained as the result of the substantial 
out-migration of white population in this decade. However, unlike the 
general trend in the city, during the sixties the South End continued 
to lose population at a relatively high percent (totaling about 35% of 
1960 population) when compared to its earlier loss. 

During this 20 year period, the composition of the Soutn End 
population also changed significantly. As shown in Table 4, in 1950, 
the percentage of non-white population was about 32%. By 1970, this 
percent had increased to about 53%. Table 5 shows that tne percent of 
negro population alone also increased (from about 32% in 1950 to about 
40% in 1970) - however, at a much slower rate of increase than that 
for the total non-white population. Tables 2-b and 3 also indicate 
that the increase of the percentages of both the non-white and the negro 
populations are due to a very high white out-migration with little 
or no non-white in-migration. In fact, during both the fifties and 
sixities, the South End also experienced a noticable out-migration of 
non-whites, although at a much smaller decrease than that of whites. 

These out-migration flows of both white and non-white populations 
Suggest that this district is no longer attractive to even its non-white 
residents, thus indicating that the South End is a very unstable 
neighborhood and that to date the redevelopment activities have not 


helped to reverse this trend. The observed continuing population out 
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flows from the South End may be a direct effect of an unstable physical 
environment and or a response to lack of social stability in this 
neighborhood. A more detailed analysis of this district seems to be 
needed to determine its future role and the redevelopment actions 
required for tinis role. 
3 - Central: ranks among the districts with the highest population 
losses (totaling about 50%) between 1950 and 1970. The majority of 
this loss (about 46%) occurred during the fifties when Central ranked 
first in 1960 among districts which had lost population. This population 
loss was in part a result of the 1950's first phase of West End renewal 
activities in this area. However, in the sixties, the population loss 
in this district significantly decreased to only 6.5% of the 1960 population 
(or less than the city's average). But meanwhile, in the process of 
lowering the degree of overcrowding, this district sustained less 
residential concentration of the city's population. 
4 - South Boston: lost about 31% of its population between 1950 and 
1970. All of this loss can be attributed to an out-migration of white 
residents; however, this district continued to be a predominantly white 
neighborhood. The majority of South Boston's population loss 
(totaling about 21%) occurred in the fifties while during the sixties 
this loss decreased to about 13%. During this 20 year period, however, 
no significant non-white population moved into this district. 
This population loss seems to be a direct response to both the 
deteriorating physical environment and the incompatible land uses in this 
district. The physical environment is rapidly deteriorating and little 
new construction has taken place. This lack of construction may be 


attributed to both existing and zoned land uses in this district. On 
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the one hand, the existing industrial uses present a significant 
nuisance to surrounding residential areas. On the other hand, 
zoning for this district asks industrial uses to replace residential 
uses. As a result, population has continued to decrease in this 
Gistrict. 
5 - Charlestown: lost about 51% of its population between 1950 and 
1970. The majority of this loss (about 36%) occurred in the fifties, 
and continued (about 24%) in the sixties. Like South Boston, the 
population loss in Charlestown was basically from its white residents 
but even with this loss, Charlestown's non-white population remains 
insignificant. In the fifties, the crowding and deterioration of 
housing in this old residential district intensified the out-migration 
of white population. The continuation of the population loss in the 
Sixties may be partly due to the slowdown of redevelopment activities 
in this area. 
6 - East Boston: is among the districts which experienced higher 
population losses than those for the city as a whole. Between 
1950 and 1970, East Boston lost about 24% of its 1950 population. 
About 14% of this loss occurred in the fifties; however, the decrease 
continued to be significant in the sixties (approximately 10%). 
Again, this population loss was basically due to an out-migration 
of white residents while non-white population in the district remained 
insignificant (even though it increased slightly in 1970). Unlike 
renewal areas, the population loss in this district is due to a 
number of characteristics inherent in this district. In particular, 
the airport seems to be responsible for a large part of this 
out-population movement. Also, the lack of adequate complimentary 


public facilities seems to have had some effect. 
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7 - Jamaica Plain/Parker Hill: had a total population loss of about 

18% or close to that of the city as a whole. However, the population 
composition of this district experienced a much higher rate of increase 
due to the in-migration of a substantial non-white population. Between 
1950 and 1970, this non-white population increased approximately 12% to 
7,628 persons and in turn, counter-balanced a part of the relatively large 
loss of white population which totaled about 30%. The large portion of 
this non-white population gain is found in the north eastern side of this 
45 A hy 

8 - Back Bay/Beacon Hill: is the only district which experienced 

a Significant population loss in the fifties, yet recovered most of this 
loss in the sixties. Between 1950 and 1970, this district sustained the 
least loss in population (totaling only about 2%) among the districts. 
More specifically, between 1950 and 1960, the Back Bay lost about 11% 

of its population. This loss was due basically to the out-migration of 
white population. Between 1960-1970, this district gained about 10% of 
its population, the majority of which were whites. This population gain 
increased the residential concentration in this area to 4.3% (as opposed 
to 3.5% in 1950) of the city's population. The recovery of this population 
may be explained both by the great number of students who have moved into 
this area and by the impact of the construction of Prudential Center. 

9 - Mattapan: Sustained the smallest population gain between 1950 and 
1970 - all of which occurred during the sixties. Until 1960, Mattapan 
remained a relatively stable neighborhood both in population size and 


in percentage of non-whites. However, between 1960-1970, Mattapan 
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experienced a sudden and significant change. On the one hand, 
the white population experienced a heavy out-migration resulting 
in a population loss for this district of some 39%. On the other 
hand, non-white population experienced heavy in-migration resulting 
in a population gain of about 42%. This gain resulted in an overall 
population increase of about 3% in this district. The sudden 
non-white population gain was basically concentrated in Franklin 
Field and the northern corner of Mattapan. Within this district, 
the percentage of non-whites jumped from 1% in 1960 to 42% in 
1970. 
10 - Roslindale, Hyde Park, and West Roxbury: are the districts which 
have shown continual population gains over the twenty year period. 
Between 1950 and 1970, Roslindale gained about 6.8% in population, 
the majority of which (about 4.8%) occurred in the fifties. This population 
gain was basically white; however, the percent of non-whites increased 
Slightly from 0.4% to 2.6% but remained totally insignificant. During 
this same period, Hyde Park gained about 20% of its population, of 
which 14% occurred during the fifties. Virtually all of this population 
gain was white and this district continues to be an almost exclusively 
white neighborhood. Finally, West Roxbury experienced the highest 
population gain (totalling about 36%) between 1950 and 1970. Unlike 
Roslindale and Hyde Park, the majority of this population gain 
(about 26%) occurred in the sixties. All of this gain was in white 
population and West Roxbury continues its role as an almost exclusively 
white neighborhood. All this suggests that these three districts are 
the growth neighborhoods for Boston's white population which is probably 


migrating southward from Boston's other districts. 


bb Baa a a pee liitew | 2s. f .. wr ar 
La AP Way nyt ome 
if » ve ay Veer Ong 


, 


«bret aio ont ni spn tnsatTiapte pany Pera 

- Onttiuen not tarp tm<200 (sen 6 beonsinsacs rot tafuaog 8 

yad7o ort #0 ©. XPE omoe to SpinpENe eres 40%. 2201 oldetuq 

pntdTueoy Hort se tm at qweed boana trays adtte fugoq: ay tite ‘ 

{sveVve ns «i betiu2ey nbep ety yon tuads 40 nse antsolu kK 

nabbue on? . datateth ebdt ab x tuode 0 seneriont oe 

nt finsya ot betertuponod yl sot abd 28 A Pep norte fuaag atid 


SIfst2rb 2tad NiATIW <neécstIEM to yentoo AySsatioen afg D116, rf 


- ol 


nf #58 oF OO€f ni Ff mov? begmul eat? iw-non to epesasguam 


fot Ay esaiyterh st sve ‘Noto em, ons #69 obyH Sieh 

| bofyaq 149% sigs oat “avo on hip dat se hugod: fsuttanoa 
.foktsluaog nt 28,3 Sued bentes ojabat fon  OVOL : bas. ag 38 
nSitetuaod atti atthe ond at batiiod0 tus, fi fiioda} fardw Yo wtine 
baanbanet 29d tdwenar te inss198q ais ,+SvowoHn ‘ed bri uitsatesd 4 
boty Sasoattioptant ul Tet63 banteaay duc x8.$>09 3A .0 mo? \ i 

i) »motsefuqog 2th to £0S tyods vontse al sbvH »barreq out 
noktefuqoa 2fnt to Tfs A Teusnty aaah, od pats beruao0 aN 
vfovtzufoxs teonmte 8 od ot rout too pabiserb anne om ot haw 2 va 
seodatd, Sat beodetoexs yrudxol ae tient ie 

ght inth ONL bas eet neontsd ABE: tied. gait tstot) nisp, nol: 1 


bis ‘ 


nr) ne 2etufog etn te stim art aby be at ‘ate 
94 Fel ag 26W tg pee fA S ime KE fetal err7109: ; 


viovtaurox® seme vee my wer te 
; oe eaieiniaes i 
: a ’ i shu : i : os | eat f f : ay ; 


me hg 


-35- 

This report provides a detailed analysis of census information 
On population by race and is the first in a series of papers which 
currently are being prepared to analyze priority census items on 
population and housing. This series of papers also will provide the 
basis for a more comprehensive report to determine and evaluate the 
housing situation in the City of Boston. 

In this first paper, conclusions have been made relative to 
changes in the size and composition of the City's population, the 
residential distribution and imigration patterns of different population 
groups within the city, and the significant changes that took place in 
different planning districts between 1950 and 1970. Coming papers 
will analyze census information on the number of dwelling units 
by owner/renter occupancy, vacancy, type of structure, degree of 
over crowding, rent and value, and housing conditions. Once all 
of these priority data items have been analyzed, a summary report 
will be prepared to discuss, compare, and contrast the findings of 
all of these papers and to determine a general picture of Boston's housing 
conditions. Additional census data items will then be analyzed to 
provide a more detailed picture of other aspects of the City's housing 


and population. 
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